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Committee that it would be intra vires the Parliament of the
Dominion to enact legislation to abolish all appeals from all Canadian
Courts Dominion and Provincial, civil and criminal, to the Privy
Council, including special leave to appeal granted under the pre-
rogative. The Bill to enact this was not proceeded with at the time, but
the Supreme Court Act, 1949 (R.S.C.) abolished all such appeals.
(b)	That the Dominion Parliaments shall have full power to make Extra-
laws having extra-territorial operation.1	'	Territorial
There still remains a difficulty in that no such power is given to statute of"
the Provinces of Canada or States of Australia, although criminal Westminster,
law is in general within the powers of the States and accordingly 1931»s-3-
there is difficulty in providing for the punishment of offenders who
have committed offences outside a State's jurisdiction.2
(c)	That no Act of Parliament of the United Kingdom passed Legislation
after the commencement of the Statute of Westminster shall extend j?vthe. .
to a Dominion as part of the law of that Dominion, unless it is ex- parliament,
pressly declared that that Dominion has requested, and consented Statute of
to, the enactment thereof. It is not clear how far the word, Dominion,
should here be interpreted territorially, i.e. whether the Imperial
Parliament could no longer pass legislation for the Provinces of
Canada on matters within the provincial sphere. It is probable that
the power no longer exists, and it is noticeable that it is expressly
stated in the Statute that the power of the Imperial Parliament to
legislate for the States of Australia remains (section 9), and that
the exercise of such power shall not require the concurrence of the
Commonwealth where before the Statute such consent would not
have been required by constitutional practice. It is expressly pro-
vided by section 9 (3) of the Statute that in regard to the Common-
wealth of Australia the request and consent referred to in section 4
shall mean the request and consent of both the Parliament and
Government of the Commonwealth.3 Lord Sankey, L.C., stated in
British Coal Corporation v. The King, ante, "it is doubtless true that
the power of the Imperial Parliament to pass on its own initiative
any legislation that it thought fit extending to Canada remains
unimpaired. Indeed, the Imperial Parliament could, as a matter of
abstract law, repeal or disregard section 4 of the Statute. But that
is theory and has no relation to realities." A contrary view was
expressed by an eminent Australian constitutional lawyer who has
said of section 4 that it "is a restriction upon British parliamentary
1 In Croft v, Dunphy, ante, the Judicial Committee refused to decide whether
this provision was retrospective. See J. & Y., pp. 51-2, for a discussion of the
restriction on such legislation, a question which is still important to the Colonies.
* Cf. MacUod v. Attorney-General of New South Wales, [1891] A.C. 455;
j. & y. 97.
3 E.g. Cocos Islands Act, 1955, enabling the Islands to be placed by the Queen
under the authority of the Commonwealth. This is one of the very few examples
of the United Kingdom Parliament legislating under s. 4.

